PRESENT: 


UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the Meeting of December 14, 1979 


Dr. J. W. O’Brien (Chairman) Prof. J. Bordan; Rev. A. Graham; Dr. R. E. Wall; 
Dean M. Cohen; Mr. W. Kan; Prof. H. Fink; Prof. J. H. Whitelaw; Dean S. G. 
French; Ms. J. Martin; Mr. A. Lajoie; Ms. M. E. Diacoumacous; Prof. S. Morris; 
Prof. G. Adams; Dean D. Taddeo; Mr. K. D. Adams; Dean M. N. S. Swamy; 
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ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Prof. A. Lauziere; Prof. M. Verthuy; Prof. T. Fancott; Prof. 


Call to order 


79-11-1 


79-11-2 


79-11-3 


79-11-4 


J. Bhatnagar; Dr. P. E. Filion; Dr. R. Breen; Prof. B. 
Mangat; Dr. M. Despland; Prof. M. Farrell; Prof. M. Singer 


Because of the lack of a quorum, it was agreed to begin the meeting. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KIRPALANI, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF OCTOBER 12, 
1979, BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION.CARRIED - 
Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O’Brien advised that the reports from two Advisory Search Committees were 
presented to and accepted by the Board of Governors at its meeting held 
yesterday. He announced that Dr. D. Taddeo has been appointed Dean, Division 
1, Faculty of Arts and Science, effective as of January 1 198T-2 and Dr. J. S. 
Daniel has been appointed Vice-Rector, Academic, for Commerce and 
Administration, Engineering, and Fine Arts, effective June 1, 1980. Reports from 
Councils, etc. 


Dr. O’Brien drew Senate's attention to document US-79-11-D8, (Agenda Item V, 
h), Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee), which had been circulated at 
today's meeting. He explained that the document, "Guide to the Financing of the 
University, 19-78-791" which was prepared by the Office of Institutional 
Research, was the outcome of the work of the Priorities and Research Allocation 


79-11-5 


79-11-6 


Committee last year. The Committee had spent the year working with the 
Director of Institutional Research to attempt to develop a format through which 
the financial situation of the University could be presented in as simple and yet 
complete a fashion as possible. He stated that it was obviously too complicated a 
document for Senators to attempt to assimilate on the spot and Senate agreed with 
his suggestion that it be left with the members of Senate and if there should be any 
questions arising-from the document, such questions could be entertained at the 
January 1980 meeting of Senate. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that as of the last Senate meeting, an attempt was being made 
to present some reports on external relations and problems of the University. He 
reminded Senators that at the last meeting, Prof. Whitelaw had presented a report 
on the Angers Commission and its reports. He advised that subsequently there 
has been a seminar on this and he asked Dean Cohen to report on that meeting and 
on what may be of interest or significance to Senate. 


Dean Cohen advised that what he was prepared to describe, related primarily to 
undergraduate education, its orientations, purposes and trends, which, he felt 
would be of interest to a wider audience than was present at the moment. He 
suggested that his report he left to later in the day or put over to the January, 
1980 meeting of Senate. 


It was agreed that Dean Cohen's report be taken up later in the meeting, assuming 
that a significantly larger number of Senators would eventually materialize. 
otherwise, the report would be put over to the January meeting. 


Graduate Curriculum Changes 


With respect to the Graduate Curriculum Changes, Dr. O’ Brien explained that as 
was the normal practice, he would ask Dean French to present the changes, 
followed by comments from Prof. Whitelaw on the U.C.C.C. Report (DOC. 
US-79-11-D5). He reminded Senate that the normal way in which curriculum 
matters were dealt with, was to pass a motion to the effect that the curriculum 
change be approved, subject to the recommendations of the Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee. 


Dean French, in describing the process that the major modifications go through, 
explained that, in one way or another, they originate with the programmes 
themselves; are then submitted to the graduate studies committees or curriculum 
committees at the Faculty level; from there they go to the relevant Faculty 
Council; once approved by the Faculty Council, they are presented to the Board 
of Graduate Studies for approval, and to the Curriculum Coordinating Committee 
of Senate; and finally to Senate. 


With respect to the various documents which have been circulated, Dean French 
explained that the four basic documents which contained the proposed major 
modifications, were documents US-79-11-Dl, US-79-11-D2, US-79-11-D3, and 
US-70-11-D4; document US-79-11-D5 was the Report from U.C.C.C.; document 
US-79-11-DlO was a memorandum from Frances Bauer, Secretary, 


Board of Graduate Studies, to the Secretary of Senate, which contained comments, 
amendments, and motions, from the Board of Graduate Studies on the proposed 
modifications. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN PINSKY, 
THAT THE MAJOR MODIFICATIONS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENTS 
US-79-11-D1, US-79-11-D2, US-79-11-D3,. US-79-11-D4, AS QUALIFIED BY 
DOCUMENT US-79-11-DIO AND SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C. CDOC-US-11-D5), BE APPROVED. 


With respect to the U.C.C.C. Report (document US-79-11-D5), Prof. Whitelaw 
advised that the phrase "3-credit project" (page 2, last line in item C.1.) should be 
changed to "3 to 6 credit project". With respect to item C.3, he advised that he had 
misunderstood information concerning listing in the Graduate Calendar, courses 
not currently offered but which might be reactivate in the near future. He 
explained that, in fact, a "suspended animation" section already existed in the 
Graduate Calendar and the intent was simply to add further courses to the list. He 
further pointed out that the way in which the section on the Fine Arts Diploma in 
Advanced Music Performance Studies was written (page 2, item E, document 
US-79-11-D5), gave the impression that the whole programme depended on the 
existence of one professor. However, this was not the intention and although the 
professor in question was the principal focus of the programme at the present 
time, even without him, the programme would still continue. 


With respect to Dean Cohen's comment concerning the M.Sc. Chemistry Option 
B programme, (item 1., document US-79-11-D1O), Prof. Whitelaw advised that he 
was concerned with the practice of maintaining programmes in the Calendar, when 
in fact they were not open to students. He cautioned that we should be careful of 
that, if only because people might get the impression that the programmes was 
available, when, in fact, they were. 


Dean French advised that it was clearly stated in the 1979/80 Graduate Calendar 
(page 57), that "no new admissions to the Chemistry Option B programme are 
being accepted". 


79-11-7 


79-11-8 


Senate was advised that the comment in the U.C.C.C. Report concerning Physics 
(item A. 2., document US-79-11-D5), was inoperative in the sense that the freeze 
on the Ph.D. Physics programme was lifted by B.G.S. at its last meeting and that 
curriculum changes would be considered at the next meeting. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that there was now a quorum (10:10 a.m.) and therefore, a 
vote on the motion presently before Senate, would be a definitive one. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Ratification of Approval of Minutes 


Dr. O’Brien pointed out that there was only one motion passed at the meeting 
before there was a quorum (motion to approve the Minutes of October 12, 1979), 
and he suggested that the simplest way to handle the matter would be revote on 
the motion, thereby making it official. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF OCTOBER 12, 
1979, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED - 
Prizes and Awards 


Prof. Bordan reminded Senate that at the meeting of October 26, 1979, there was a 
debate on a document on Medals and Prizes (DOC-US-79-9-D5), which debate 
was not terminated. He explained that there was a motion to approve the 
document, which had been put forward by the Registrar, and although there was a 
series of amendments which were voted on, the main motion did not come to a 
vote. He proposed that there be a motion to table the motion to approve 
document US-79-9-D5 (page 17, minutes of the Senate Meeting of October 26, 
1979) and that Senate then proceed to consider the question in the context of 
document US-79-11-D6, which had been prepared as a starting point for today's 
debate at the request of Steering Committee and which has been distributed for 
this meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, 
THAT THE MOTION TO APPROVE DOCUMENT US-79-9-D5 ( PAGE 17, 
MINUTES OF OCTOBER 26, 1979), BE TABLED. 


With respect to document US-79-11-D6 (Medals and Prizes), Prof. Bordan 
explained that he had attempted to pull together all of the substantive matters and 


provide a rational for the recommendation, contained in the document prepared by 
the Registrar (DOC-US-79-D5). He explained also, that while document 
US-79-11-D6 was not structured as a series of recommendations, nonetheless, if 
Senate were to approve the document, it would in fact be approving the 
Registrar's recommendations, with certain modifications, some of which were 
made for purposes of internal consistancy and others in an attempt to pick up 
some of the points raised during the aborted debate at the last meeting. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECOYDED BY DEAN PINSKY, 
THAT THE DOCUMENT ON MEDALS AND PRIZES (DOC-US-79-11-D6), 
be approved. 


Concerning Appendix I (DOC-US-79-11-D6), Prof. Bordan explained that this 
was a xerox copy of the section on Medals from the 1978-79 Undergraduate 
Calendar, which was the last Calendar published which contained a section on 
Medals. He pointed out that there was an error in the Physics medal entry in the 
Calendar (page 2, Appendix I, document US-79-11-D6) in that, since 1976 this 
medal has been awarded as the Walter R. Raudorf Medal. With respect to 
Appendix II - Undergraduate Prizes and other Departmental Awards, Prof. 
Bordan explained that this was a listing of the "non-graduating" awards, which 
were a consequence of the process described in the main part of the document 
(DOC-US-79-11-D6). Appendix II, which lists Departmental Awards for 
Faculties other than Arts and Science, has been included for purposes of 
consistancy. Prof. Bordan emphasized that the problem that was being posed to 
Senate, because of the merger of the S. G. W. Faculty of Arts, the S. G. W. 
Faculty of Science, and the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science, was, in fact, the 
main thrust of the document. 


It was pointed out that there was a typographical error under the Malone Medal 
(page 6, document US-79-11-D6), which is presented in honour of Rev. Patrick G. 
Malone, "S. J." Dean French advised that two or three years ago there were a 
number of proposals for prizes and medals for Graduate programmes. However, 
the proposals, after having worked their way up through the various channels, 
reached a stage where it was decided that, because of all of the sorting out of 
undergraduate medals that had to be undertaken as a result of the merger, the 
situation should remain as was at the Graduate level for the time being. Also, there 
was a feeling that perhaps in cases where there was a duplication of medals at the 
undergraduate level, some of the duplicates might be moved, where appropriate, to 
Graduate programmes. He stated that although he had been looking forward to 
such a thing happening, it had not yet occurred. 


Prof. Bordan explained that although he had been aware of what Dean French had 
just referred to, what he had undertaken to do was to simply recast the document 
that was before Senate at the last meeting (DOC-US-79-9-D5), which dealt 
exclusively with the undergraduate question. That was, his document (DOC. 
US-79-11-D6) was not intended to pick up the question of Graduate awards, 
although it did not preclude other steps being taken as suggested by Dean French. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that, if document US-79-11-D6 was passed and therefore 
the undergraduate policy on Prizes and Awards decided upon, Prof. Bordan and 
Dean French might confer about the best way to deal with the question of awards 
at the Graduate level. 


Responding to a question on the "hortatory" paragraph at the bottom of page 5, 
document US-79-11-D6, concerning the Political Science prizes, Prof. Bordan 
explained that the one area that did not sort itself out in the consultations around 
the duplications of names, was, in fact, Political Science. He stated that Senate 
would have to declare itself on whether Political Science would have to follow the 
general structure of the procedure and choose between the two medals that were in 
existence prior to departmental merger (the Vautelet and Quinn awards), or 
whether it was appropriate to allow the Department to decide on the subsequent 
application of the two names to some kind of Political Science award and to have 
an unnamed award associated with the Department. If Senate decides that it 
wished to ask the Department to choose between the Vautelet and Quinn awards, 
then it should so decide and direct the Department to choose one of the two. If 
not, the Department's decision that there would be "The Political Science Plaque", 
would stand and the two awards would have to be transferred to the list of 
unresolved Undergraduate Prizes and Awards, because those titles existed and we 
had a certain obligation to see that they did not disappear from the Calendar or 
from use. Prof. Bordan again stated that this was an open question and one which 
Senate should declare itself on. He stated also that it was his opinion that if 
document US-79-11-D6 was accepted without amendments, the "should" in the 
last sentence (last paragraph, page 5), would, in fact, be converted into a directive. 


Responding to a question concerning the Mme. Alfred Thibaudeau Prize for 
Political Science, Prof. Bordan explained that this was a perfectly legitimate 
ongoing award because it did not compete with the other two. That was, the 
Department could, if Senate directed it to do so, choose either the Vautelet or 
Quinn award as the Departmental award, but it would continue to award the 
Thibaudeau Prize, unless Senate deliberately stated that they do not. The 
Department would then have to decide what to do with the remaining designation, 
be it Vautelet or Quinn, as a departmental award but not for the highest standing 
graduating student. 


It was pointed out that there was a Diploma in Political Science and also that the 
Department was hoping to establish a Master's Programme in the near future and 
it was suggested that a possible option would be for the Department to designate 
the residual name (either Vautelet or Quinn), as a Graduate award. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that if the motion before Senate passed, the option mentioned 
above would be open to the department. 


Prof. Bordan drew Senate's attention to a series of items listed at the end of 
Appendix II, which did not have script attached to them. He explained that this 
was intended to mean that there were decisions pending within the 
Departmental/Faculty structures, with respect to these items. The Vautelet, 
Thibaudeau and Quinn Prizes were included in the list, because of what has 
happened, but Prof. Bordan explained that one of those should be removed if 
Senate decided to move in the direction which he was implicitly recommending. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, stated that he hoped that what would happen 
with respect to Appendix II, since these issues were not covered in the original 
review, was that all departments would review all prizes, with the possibility of 
either leaving them as they were, or changing them, or in certain cases, moving 
prizes to the Graduate level. At the same time, he wondered whether, in passing 
the document (DOC-US-79-11-D6), we would also be passing Appendix II. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that if the motion was passed, it would confirm that at this 
moment, the items in Appendix II existed, as described in that Appendix. 
However, there was-nothing to prevent those items from being changed by 
appropriate action, next month or next year, as departments get to this matter. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Institute for Cooperative Education 


Dr. O’Brien explained that usually what was before Senate for its debates on the 
establishment of "small units such as colleges", was the proposal for the "college" 
itself, and reports or comments, as the case may be, from three Committees of 
Senate, - the Committee on it colleges", the Curriculum Coordinating Committee, 
and the Priorities and Resources Allocation Committee. He pointed out however, 
that with respect to the proposal for an Institute for Cooperative Education 
(DOC-US-79-11-D7), we did not have reports from the three committees of 
Senate. There was also something a little new and different in the procedure this 
time, in that there was a formal recommendation on the proposal, from the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council. He stated that although the matter was before Senate 
at this meeting, presumably the missing items (reports, etc.),could be available in 


time for the January meeting and it might therefore be appropriate for Senate to 
actually act on the proposal at that time. However, since it was on today's agenda, 
it might receive whatever attention Senate would care to give it at this meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, THAT 
SENATE APPROVE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UNIT REFERRED 
TO IN DOCUMENT US-79-11-D7 AS THE INSTITUTE FOR 
COOPERATIVE EDUCATION AND RECOMMEND IT TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL, THE ACTUAL DATE OF 
IMPLEMENTATION TO BE DETERMINED BY THE BOARD ON 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE RECTOR. 


In presenting and explaining the proposal for the establishment of an Institute for 
Cooperative Education (DOC-US-79-11-D7), Dr. Wall advised that it had gone 
through a lengthy planning stage, which was necessitated partly because of the 
importance of the consultation required in order to put forward a document which 
met the standards for cooperative education studies set by the Canadian 
Association for Cooperative Education. Consultation was also carried out with 
other universities which were already involved in "work-study" programmes. He 
explained that basically the concept was to introduce a "Work-study" programme, 
more or less on a trial basis, in chemistry. 


Concern was expressed over the suggested minimum of 25 students which would 
be required in order for a programme to be considered feasible within a 
department, which, it was felt, would eliminate departments with fewer numbers 
of interested students, from the participating in the Institute for Cooperative 
Education. 


It was explained that the Proposal allowed smaller departments to participate in 
the programme, by encouraging a department to get together with another smaller 
department and jointly submitting a proposal which would attract, within those 
two departments, the prerequisite 20 to 25 students. An example was for the 
Biology Department to get together with the Chemistry Department to develop a 
proposal in "analytical biology”. 


In response to a question concerning cost benefit studies, it was stated that the 
cost effective factor had been looked into at other institutions that have gone 
"Co-op", including the Universities of Victoria, Waterloo, and Sherbrooke. It was 
pointed out that, in the case of Victoria, the Chemistry Department had 
approximately 25 students prior to the establishment of a "Cooperative" 
programme, but now has about 60 students. 


Concern was expressed over the notion of complementarity vis-a-vis programmes, 
particularly in the Quebec context, where the University of Sherbrooke was 
presently involved in "cooperative education" and it was wondered what impact 
the adoption of the proposal would have on Concordia's relationship with that 
University. 


It was also stated that there was no doubt whatsoever that the introduction of the 
cooperative approach would be highly attractive to students, as has been the case 
at all other institutions where such programmes exist, to such a degree that 
enrollment quotas have had to be imposed on the programmes. However, it was 
wondered just how much the market could bear and how much was the University 
willing to put into costs in order to derive the benefits. With respect to the 
market, the concern was over the number of jobs that the University would be 
able to find for students who would enter the programme and whether the market 
was already saturated vis-a-vis Waterloo and Sherbrooke. With respect to costs, it 
was argued that both Waterloo and Sherbrooke had a considerable number of 
professional people on staff who were involved in consultations with industry 
and for the proposed programme to be successful, Concordia would have to do 
likewise. The feeling was expressed that one would like to have some information 
on the amount of money that other universities involved in such programmes 
actually spend. 


With respect to complementarity, Senate was advised that the feeling of those 
consulted at the University of Sherbrooke was that Concordia would be dealing 
with a different linguistic group and a different geographical area and therefore, 
insofar as they were concerned, it was-not necessarily an area of conflict but 
rather an area where the two Universities could support and complement each 
other. The people at Sherbrooke also felt that the market in the Montreal area was 
not saturated and that Concordia would be a natural institution to operate in this 
area. Also, the University of Waterloo, which has been providing a major portion 
of students for the "cooperative" job market in the City of Montreal, was finding 
it very difficult, because of the change in the language of business, to place their 
students in this area any longer. In fact, it was their feeling that there was a 
vacuum in "cooperative education" in Montreal and that Concordia would be the 
logical institution to fill that vacuum. 


With respect to the question of professional staff, it was stated that it was true 
that when a full fledged "cooperative" programme was in operation, a large 
professional staff was needed. At Sherbrooke for example, there were 16 
coordinators involved, but it was felt that part of the reason for this was the 
location of the University, which made it necessary for their coordinators to 
spend a good deal of time driving from town to town and from factory to factory. 
On the other hand, given Concordia's location, one coordinator could probably 


handle more students and more job opportunities than could someone at 
Sherbrooke. It was estimated that one professional staff person could handle 50 
students in this particular market, as opposed to 25 to 30 students at Sherbrooke, 
which meant that our costs would be lower than theirs. It was also explained that 
what was being proposed was a gradual entry into "cooperative education", 
beginning in Chemistry and using existing staff as opposed to hiring a large number 
of professional people. At this stage the intent was to test the market to see if the 
approach would be successful. 


It was stated that although the competition for the job market would most likely 
be with the University of Waterloo, rather than with the University of 
Sherbrooke, it was absolutely essential that we not displace a University of 
Sherbrooke position, because the first time it could be alleged that one of their 
students did not get a posting in one of the Montreal businesses and a Concordia 
student did, we would be in deep trouble. That was, we were going to have to be 
sensitive to not wanting to displace a University of Sherbrooke position. 


With respect to cost effectiveness, the feeling was expressed that in a situation 
where there were many students looking for university places and it was not 
necessary to have "cooperative education" to attract students, such programmes 
would not be cost effective. That was, the programme would cost the University 
more money to do the same service with the same number of students that the 
University would get in any case. In so far as the present proposal was concerned, 
it was suspected that, if indeed there were few students chasing a lot of places, 
and we end up getting more students, the proposal would be cost effective. It was 
also stated that although studies have indicated that in the long run, one could not 
distinguish between a “cooperative” graduate and a student who had graduated in a 
traditional manner in the same discipline, there was a real advantage in the 
perception that the student has of the vitality of this kind of approach, resulting 
in a strong possibility that Concordia would attract some students who might 
otherwise not come here. Finally, it was stated that the proposal was a good idea, 
provided that the University moved into this in a very modest way and that it 
initially was restricted to one area. 


It was explained that the consultations with Union Carbide, C.I.L., and Imperial 
Tobacco, have revealed that those Companies at present bring in a total of 9 
Waterloo students. Those 9 positions were kept open on a yearly basis, which, 
considering that what was involved was a 4 month term insofar as industry was 
concerned, represented in effect, 27 students per year, all coming from the 
University of Waterloo, because they cannot get those students from anywhere 
else. 


It was stated that there were very few "cooperative education" programmes in 
existence in Canada and that there were enough jobs available for such programmes 
to flourish. However, it was argued that rather than being cost effective, the 
programme would in fact be costly. At the same time, if the University wished to 
mount such a programme because in the long run it was going to be useful to the 
Institution, we should do it, but not on the assumption that it was going to be 
another - "no cost" system in Division IV. Senate should clearly understand that 
this was going to be a costly proposition in the near future, but if it was felt that 
in the long run it was going to be useful to the Faculty of Arts and Science and the 
University, it should be a priority matter, even though it should start on a small 
scale basis for Chemistry. It was again emphasized that Senate should not be 
under the illusion or delusion that the programme was going to be so cost effective 
that it could be run on the basis of the new students that it would bring in. 


The feeling was expressed that the University should certainly initiate such a 
programme and should begin it in an area where the indications were that it would 
be successful. However, concern was expressed over the rigidity of the proposal, 
which would in effect preclude small departments from participating. Concern 
was also expressed over the condition that "there will not be more than two 
consecutive work-terms in a schedule" (page 18, document US-79-11-D7), which, 
it was felt, would require that summer offerings be available, which itself would 
require that there be at least 25 students in order to make such summer offerings 
feasible. It was wondered whether it would be possible to have alternative 
procedures whereby the "summer term" could be designated as a "work term," but 
also that there could be two consecutive "work terms", so that the total number of 
"work-terms" and "lecture terms" would still average out to the required number 
of terms. In that way a department could participate in a programme with their 
normal course offerings, but perhaps with their students working part-time during 
the summer and perhaps taking one course. 


Dr. O’Brien reminded Senate that we were missing some committee reports which 
we should have, before the proposal was actually approved and he intended to 
suggest at a certain point, that the debate be adjourned to the next meeting of 
Senate and that various points that have been raised might be considered by the 
sponsoring group or anyone else concerned. In that sense, he did not think that 
there was a need, at this meeting, to attempt to resolve or find a definitive answer 
to any points that might be raised. However, he felt that it would be useful to 
discuss the issues which have been raised or might yet be raised, so that Senators 
would understand the thrust of the proposal. 


Concerning the suggestion of various alternative procedures which would allow 
small departments to participate in the programming, the feeling was expressed 
that it would be possible to develop all kinds of modalities to make the proposal 


work on a bigger or smaller scale, but it was suggested that quite apart from that 
the University would be doing an exceedingly foolish thing if it contemplated 
doing that as part of the initial implementation. Rather, it was suggested that what 
was needed was a pilot project which had the right scale to make a more or less 
traditional form of cooperative education work. Also, if the project was "Watered 
down" by injecting some small departments into the operation, we would never be 
able to determine whether or not it was going to be successful, nor, if it failed, 
would we be able to determine why. It was further argued that what was . really 
needed in order to begin the project, was to choose a department such as 
Chemistry, which was at the moment non competitive with the University of 
Sherbrooke; has the manpower to make the operation work; and has done a market 
study to determine that there enough jobs for the number of students that would 
be involved. If that exercise was successful, we would have an idea of what it 
costs and what the difficulties were and we could then determine whether other 
departments could move in this direction. 


Concern was expressed over the possibility that we don't put enough money into 
the project to begin with. That was, it was essential that we put in risk capital and 
it was suggested that the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee should 
look into this to determine how much risk capital should be involved. 


It was suggested that if we want to initiate this as a pilot project in Chemistry, it 
should be the Chemistry Department that handles it. That was, we should not 
create a "college" for just one pilot project, but rather, the funds should be 
allocated to the operating budget of the Chemistry Department. Once the project 
has been shown to be something interesting and we know more about the actual 
costs and implications of such ventures, we might then consider the possibility of 
establishing a "college". 


It was stated that one of the attractive features of the earlier "small units" was that 
individual faculty members committed themselves to ventures that had some kind 
of intellectual rational to them, by lending themselves from their own departments 
on a temporary basis, with the intention of eventually returning to their original 
departments. It was argued that structurally, the proposal was radically different 
in the sense that a whole department corporately would presumably have to opt 
into the "cooperative education" programme. It was wondered what would 

happen in a situation where a department was divided on the matter and there 
were dissidents who find the whole notion of "cooperative education" distasteful 
or pedagogical unsound. Also, would minorities in larger departments be frustrated 
in their desires to follow up and join in the "cooperative education" process, 
because of the fact that the department as a whole must participate in the project? 
Concern was also expressed over a possible situation where, within a group of 
cognate disciplines, one of the disciplines follows a nine-month or "in" and "out" 


routine, while colleagues in the other discipline, who want to be cooperating in the 
normal process of the University, decide not to go along with the formula. It was 
wondered whether this situation would create a peculiar irregularity in terms of 
what undergraduate students may be intending to do in being drawn to 
"cooperative education", or resisting it and doing other things such as 
Mathematics, Physics, etc. That was, it was wondered whether or not. we would 
be getting into an enterprise that would lead us into a lop-sided arrangement which 
has difficulties not foreseen in the document. 


The feeling was also expressed that the need for para-academic intermediary 
people might be reduced by following the Waterloo practice, which involved a 
kind of contractual relationship between the University and certain eventual 
employers, whereby the need for a multiplicity of people going out into the field 
to make contact to set up job possibilities, was limited by a corporate 
understanding between the university world and the world of business. 


Dr. Wall stated that while it would be perfectly possible to operate such a 
programme within a department, experience has shown that it would be preferable 
to-use the structure that the Faculty of Arts and Science set up in Division 17, 
which was a facilitating structure. He argued that in many ways the Institute for 
Cooperative Education was much more parallel in structure to the Centre for 
Mature Students than to the structures of the Liberal Arts College, or Lonergan 
College. That was, it was another type of advising and coordinating structure, 
which would present the opportunity to try the programme in Chemistry and if it 
works there, we would have the kind of structure in place that would encourage 
other departments to become involved. Also, if other departments do become 
involved, the structure would be there to keep them from stepping on each others 
toes and from competing with each other. 


It was suggested that the pilot project be placed under the aegis of the Chemistry 
Department, but at the same time, we should establish a structure "in principle" 
which would be applied in the event that there was more than one department 
involved. 


It was explained that at the University of Victoria the structure was put in place 
and the Chemistry Department initiated the programme and within three years, 
five other departments were involved. However, the University fully understood 
that it would have to move into the area of "cooperative education" with an 
overseeing coordinator. That was, they had to have the structure in place first, in 
order to initiate the approach and to encourage other departments to get involved. 


The feeling was expressed that because the proposal would not be handled as a 
project feasibility-study, but rather as something where we think that the benefits 


are clearer and the costs are smaller, the real difficulty was that we would not be 
able to get benefit and cost figures. Consequently one would support the notion of 
a pilot project which would give us the time to develop the necessary experience 
on which to base a project feasibility study. On the other hand, if the people who 
have been working on the proposal already had such figures, which would give us 
a projection, one would like to see them. 


It was pointed out that at the University of Waterloo, cooperative education was 
limited to Canadian citizens and landed immigrants, whereas the proposal for 
Concordia (DOC-US-79-11-D7), appeared to be open to all students who have 
been admitted to the University. It was wondered what would happen in the case 
of a non-Canadian student who was admitted to the programme, but was not able 
to get a work permit? 


It was explained that a student on a student visa could obtain a temporary work 
permit, provided that the case was made that the programme into which he or she 
was admitted, required the student to work. This would be cleared up at the time 
when students applied for a student visa. However, what was not clear was what 
would happen in the case of a student who, having been admitted to a particular 
programme in the University, decided to transfer into the Institute for 
Cooperative Education. 


It was stated that one had assumed up to this point that what we were . talking 
about was a programme which would attract students to Concordia University 

who were now going to Waterloo University and other institutions. If we were 

now talking about foreign students, one did not understand either the proposed 
Institute or the proposed programme. 


Dr. O’Brien explained that the question that had been raised concerned the 
technicalities or possibilities of foreign students enrolling in a programme of this 
kind. The answer was that there were definite complications, which in the limit, 
might indeed mean that foreign students could not do so. 


The feeling was expressed that while the intention of the proposal might well be 
to limit admission to Canadian citizens and landed immigrants, one would have 
some difficulty in actually introducing such a rule, especially today, when the 
whole question of foreign students in Canada was a sensitive one. It was argued 
that such a move would be interpreted as a discriminatory practice against foreign 
students. 


It was wondered how the proposed programme would fit in with existing 
Chemistry programmes. That was, since Chemistry students were required to take 
more than just Chemistry courses, there was obviously going to have to be some 


rescheduling done. It was argued that, quite apart from receiving an honest report 
on costs, a report should also be prepared, possibly by U.C.C.C., in terms of the 
effect of the programme on the scheduling operations of other departments from 
which students in the Institute would likely be taking courses. 


With respect to the suggestion that this be designated as a pilot project under the 
aegis of the Chemistry Department and that the overall structure be approved "in 
principle", it was wondered how the programme could possibly develop, if in fact, 
the Executive Committee, with the broad responsibilities which it was supposed 
to undertake (page 11, document US-79-11-D7), existed only "in principle". It 
was presumed that those particular activities would have to be provided by the 
Chemistry Department, and it was wondered whether, in fact, such an 
arrangement would be a real test of the structures of the "college" as a whole and 
the inter-relationships between the individual units and the overall structure. 


It was explained that the above mentioned concern was very seriously considered 
and since Chemistry was the only Department which would initially move into 
"cooperative education" in a pilot project, the intention was that the 
administrative structure outlined on page 11 of the document, would be set up 
within the Chemistry Department structure. Also, there was a document entitled 
"Overview of Cooperative Education in Chemistry" which has been provided to 
the faculty members in order to inform them as to what their actual committment 
would be in such a venture. After very careful study of that document, the 
members of the Department decided to go ahead with the project. It was further 
explained that the overall committee (Executive Committee) would initially be 
within the context of the Chemistry Department. However, as other departments 
become involved in "cooperative education", the overall committee would take on 
an importance on its own, with each department establishing a second committee 
as referred to go on page 13 (document US-79-11-D7), each of which would 
answer to the central committee. 


In response to the above explanation, it was argued that a document outlining the 
transitional model, giving the details of the various structures and steps that would 
be taken, moving from the Chemistry Department pilot project to the programme 
as outlined in document US-79-11-D7, should be provided to and voted on by 
Senate. It was also stated that it had been assumed, perhaps incorrectly, that the 
Chemistry Department, in its eagerness to proceed with the project, was in fact 
prepared to convert the totality of its full-time programmes to "cooperative 
education". That was, that all full-time students in Chemistry at Concordia would 
be "co-op" students and all part-time students would not be. It was wondered 
whether this assumption was correct. 


79-11-10 


79-11-11 


Senate was advised that both options would be available to Chemistry students. 
That was, students would be able to opt for one of the existing Chemistry 
programmes, either in the traditional or the cooperative mode. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KORNBLATT, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR AN INSTITUTE FOR 
COOPERATIVE EDUCATION, (DOC-US-79-11-D7), BE TABLED. 


Responding to a question, Dr. O’ Brien explained that the intention was that for 
the next meeting, if at all possible, Senate would have reports both from U.C.C.C. 
and the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee. Also, apart from referring 
the document to these Committees, some thought would have to be given to 
providing both Committees with information bearing on the questions that have 
been raised at the Senate meeting. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Procedure for Steering Committee Elections 


Dr. O’Brien explained that the point of the procedure for Steering Committee 
Elections (DOC-US-79-11-D8),which was being brought forward by the Steering 
Committee, was that when the elections of members takes place, it appears to 
take an inordinate number of ballots to end with members being elected, most 
obviously for those from Arts and Science, but in theory it could also happen for 
other Faculties as well. Essentially the procedure would have the effect of, 
following the first ballot, eliminating a substantial number of names, thereby 
reducing the potential for large numbers of further ballots. 


Dr. O’Brien pointed out that the number on the document (US-79-11-D8), was 
incorrect, and should be changed to US-79-11-D9. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY MR. LAJOIE, 
THAT THE PROPOSED PROCEDURE FOR STEERING COMMITTEE 
ELECTIONS (DOC-US-79-11-D9), BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Next Meeting 


It was announced that the next meeting of Senate would be held at 2:00 p.m., 
January 25, 1980, in the Protestant School Board of Greater Montreal. 


Adjourned 


79-11-12 The meeting was adjourned at 11:10 a.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


